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water standards can be met on an OU-specific basis The degree to whlch the statewide groundwater 
CONFIDENTIAL standards can be met will be dependant upon the ability to attenuate existing constttuent levels at 
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adopted standard is below detectton As analytml methods improve, the effective standards are 
reduced, potentially requiring new treatment technologtes to meet more restncttve standards 

(2) Can the Sffe meet the Colorado site-specrfrc water quaidy standards for both groundwater 
and surface water? If yes, at whEh point of comphance (e g OU versus sde boundary)? 

Based on a cursory review of existing data, the site cunently does not comply wdh Colorado sde- 
specdlc groundwater quality standards Companson of waterquality data for monrtmng wells at the 
eastern site boundary wdh sitespecific groundwater standards and background studies indicates 
exceedances at the slte boundary for selected trace metals, major catons/an1ons, and gross alpha 
The OU-specdlc companson of groundwater wdh site-specdc groundwater standards indicates current 
exceedances for organlc compounds, selected trace metals, major catlondantons, and radmuclides 
When compared with the statewide standards, the radtonucllde site-specdc standards are 
incrementally most problematic 

Based on EG&G's professional judgement, it may eventually be possible to meet site-speclflc ground- 
water qualdy standards at the site boundary, however, tt is highly unlikely that the site-specdic ground- 
water standards can be met on an Ou-specif~: basis 

A significant issue is that the sitespecific standards were set ustng very limited data in a climate of 
adverse community relations following the Federal Bureau of Investigation's investigatton of the Sde 
As a result, some standards are more stnngent than the background levels determined in the 1993 
Background Geochemical Characterization Report for a number of parameters Generally, Colorado 
allows ambient-based standards to be set at the 85th percentile of available water qualtty data EG&G 
believes that an approprtate approach would be to request a modifcation of those standards in 
consideration of background groundwater qualdy rather than treating unimpacted groundwater to 
better than background at a significant cost Addttionally, d may be possible to present evidence of 
natural elevation of concentrations of metals and water quality parameters above upgradient 
background To support this positton, geochemical reactton path modelling and probably installation 
and sampling of off slte wells analogous to downgradient conditions at the Site would be required 
Depending on the results, this may provide a techntcally and legally defensible rattonale for even less 
stnngent standards than would be the case wcth considerattons of background alone EGBG believes 
the potential cost savings of this approach would more than justify the necessary investment of 
resources, however, resources would have to be identdied 

With regard to surface water, the Site currently meets site-specdc stream standards for surface waters 
at the site boundary There is no mechanism currently in place to restrict surface water flows within 
specific OUs and to evaluate water qualtty at the OU boundary, except for OU5 discharges from Pond 
C-2, and OU6 which comprises the surface water management ponds As part of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Storm Water Permlt Application, EGdG evaluated storm water 
quality within the industnal area of the Site For certain periods of storm events, stream standards are 
exceeded by the runoff If CERCLA is interpreted to apply to storm waters leaving an OU, then the 
stream standards can not be met 

(3) How cost prohibitive is it to meet either standard described in the previous two quesfions~ 

EG&G antlcipates that the present-worth cost for compliance with the statewide groundwater 
standards at the site boundary will be in the $50 million range (30-year project life) Groundwater 
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(3) How cost prohibitive is tt to meet etther standard descnbed in the previous two questions? 
(continued) 

remediation would require construction of french drains across groundwater flow paths at the stte 
boundary, which are assumed to generally follow the topography of the stte Approximately twenty 
gallons per minute (gpm) would be collected and treated for metals and radionuclides at a new treat- 
ment plant located near the eastern stte boundary Treated groundwater would be discharged to 
surface water at the site boundary For the sde-speclfc groundwater standards, an extended duration 
of treatment will likely be required to reduce levels of constduents at the site boundary The present- 
worth cost to achieve compliance wtth slte-specifc groundwater standards at the site boundary could 
therefore escalate signdicantly from the above estimate EG&G believes that achievement of edher a 
site-specifc or statewide standard on an OU-specdic basis will be technically impracticable and would 
be cost-prohibitive, resulting in costs well in excess of $100 rnilllon present worth This cost includes 
construction of french drains along the down-gradient sides of each OU, or in cerlain cases groups of 
OUs, to contain contaminated groundwater It was assumed that groundwater would be collected from 
all OUs and treated for organics, metals, and radionuclides at the existing interim measurdntenm 
remedial action (IWIRA) treatment facility (Building 881) and that moddlcations to the IWIRA treatment 
facility would be required, along with construction of a new parallel treatment facility 

- 

The responses provded here are preliminary and are currently not supported by a legally defensible 
analysis or detailed engineenng estimates However, EG&G believes that the information is sufficient 
for DOURFFO to develop an indial position for the forthcoming ARARs negotiations 

Attached is a recently completed analysis of data for site boundary wells Please contact Laura Brooks 
on extension 6973 if you have any questions regarding these responses or should you require ad- 
ditional information 

r 

I ---- 
>/I i L \ 
S G Stiger, Director 
Environmental Restoration Program Division 
EG&G Rocky flats Inc 
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I ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR RFETS BOUNDARY WELLS 

ORGANIC COMPOUNDS I 
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ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR RFETS BOUNDARY WELLS 

DISSOLVED RADIONUCLIDES 
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ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR RFETS BOUNDARY WELLS 

METALS 
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I LIST OF EXCEEDANCES FOR RFETS BOUNDARY WELLS 

ORGANIC COMPOUNDS I 
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LIST OF EXCEEDANCES FOR RFETS BOUNDARY WELLS 

DISSOLVED RADIONUCLIDES 
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I LIST OF EXCEEDANCES FOR RFETS BOUNDARY WELLS 

METALS 
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